A survey of 170 Tibeto-Burman languages showed 69 with a distinction between inclusive and exclusive first-person plural pronouns, 18 of which also show inclusive-exclusive in 1dual. Only the Kiranti languages and some Chin languages have inclusive-exclusive in the person marking. Of the forms of the pronouns involved in the inclusive-exclusive opposition, usually the exclusive form is less marked and historically prior to the inclusive form, and we find the distinction cannot be reconstructed to Proto-Tibeto-Burman or to mid level groupings. Only the Kiranti group has marking of the distinction that can be reconstructed to the proto level, and this is also reflected in the person-marking system.
1
In looking at the forms of the pronouns involved in the inclusive-exclusive opposition in those languages that have it, we find that except for in the Kiranti group, usually the exclusive form is more basic (simply based on the 1sg form plus plural marking) and historically prior to the inclusive form, and also find that the distinction cannot be reconstructed to Proto-Tibeto-Burman or even to mid level groupings; the only pronouns that can be reconstructed to Proto-Tibeto-Burman are 1sg *ŋa and 2sg *na(ŋ) (Benedict 1972) . 2 There are not even plural forms that reconstruct to the earliest proto-language. 3 The inclusive-exclusive distinction is then
In rGyalrong, A group of related dialects just northwest of the Qiangic languages, the situation is a bit different. Unlike the Qiangic languages, Cogtse rGyalrong uses different forms for plural marking, and uses the unmarked plural form for the inclusive rather than the exclusive (the opposite of what we will generally see when we look at other language groups below). In Caodeng rGyalrong (J. Sun 1998), listed in Table 2 , the inclusive forms take an extra morpheme to mark them as inclusive. These additional suffixes are not specific to the 1di and 1pi forms; they are used for all dual and plural forms (except the 1de and 1pe forms).
The languages in Qiangic and rGyalrong have person-marking systems (affixes on the verb that index participants) and many also have possessive prefixes on nouns, both of which derive from the free pronouns, and some maintain the dual and plural marking in the person marking, but the inclusive-exclusive distinction is not maintained (e.g. Cogtse rGyalrong (Nagano 2003) verb suffixes: 1dl-tʃh, 1pl-j; noun prefixes: dual (of all numbers) Ndʒә-, 1pl jә-). Caodeng rGyalrong (J. Sun 1998) also has possessive pronouns derived from the free pronouns, and with these the distinction is maintained: 1di tsә-gjәnu, 1de tsә-gju, 1pi jә-gjәro, 1pe jә-gju. ) is used in both inclusive and exclusive forms. In Zaiwa the cognate of Bola maʔ 31 (the exclusive plural) is also used for the exclusive plural (as well as second-and third-person plurals), and the cognate of Langsu nʚ ̱uŋ 55 is used for the inclusive plural. In Southern Burmish, represented by Rangoon Burmese (Wheatley 2003) , there are many different forms for the 1sg pronoun depending on the sex and status of the speaker, but no obligatory dual or plural marking. (There is an optional markertó which can be used as a in-group and plural marker.)
A majority of the Loloish languages, except for Gazhuo (Dai, Liu & Fu 1987) , Bisu, Gong, Phunoi (all in Bradley 1993) , and Nuosu Yi (Chen & Wu 1998) among others, show the inclusive-exclusive opposition. See Table 4 . Akha (Hansson 2003) , Nusu (Sun & Liu 1986 ), Xide Yi (Chen, Bian & Li 1985 , and Rouruo (Sun 1985b; Sun, Huang & Zhou 2002) show the opposition in the dual. In the Rouruo dual forms, -pe 55 is the plural marker, nε ̱ 53 is the word for 'two' , and -ia 53 is the noun classifier for humans. In Xide Yi the inclusive forms are the same as the exclusive forms except that the 2sg pronoun ni 55 is added before the form. In Nasu (Gao 1958) and Sani Yi (Ma 1951) the three relevant forms are simply different pronouns, with no isolatable plural marker. In Akha, Nusu, Rouruo, and a Black Lahu dialect of China described by Chang (1986) the marking of the opposition takes the form of different base pronouns with the same dual or plural marker, again with the exclusive form 
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being the descendent of Proto-Tibeto-Burman *ŋa. Red Lahu, Lahu Shehleh and Yellow Lahu also have inclusive forms based on a cognate of ni
31
-in the Black Lahu described by Chang 1986 (see Bradley 1979 Bradley , 1993 , but in the Black Lahu dialect of Thailand described by Matisoff (1973 Matisoff ( , 2003 the opposition is marked by the addition of the 2sg pronoun to the normal 1pl form, i.e. ŋà-n-hɨ [1sg-2sg-pl] . Lisu (Mu & Duan 1983) and Lipo (Bradley 1993 ) also have an extension of the 1sg form as the exclusive form, but the plural marker in the Lisu exclusive form only appears in the 1pl exclusive form; 2pl and 3pl have -ua
. According to Bradley (1993: 182) , the inclusive form in Lisu can take the noun plural marker bu
33
. Bradley argues that this is evidence of a nominal origin for the inclusive form. The inclusive pronoun in Lipo might be related to that of Lahu. Among three different dialects of Hani (Li & Wang 1986) we see differences in how the distinction is marked. In Haya Hani the distinction is marked by a difference in the plural marker; in Biyue Hani and closely related Akha 6 the distinction is marked by a difference in pronoun, with the pronoun used in the exclusive forms being the same as that for 1sg in Akha, and in Haobai Hani the distinction is marked by a difference in both pronoun and plural marker. Again we see a variety of plural markers used in the forms. In the Haya Hani and Haobai Hani forms the plural marker used is the same as that used for 2pl. In Biyue Hani, Sangkong (Li 1992) , and Jinuo the plural markers are the same for both inclusive and exclusive while the pronouns differ, but the pronoun used in the exclusive form is not exactly the same as the 1sg form.
In Rouruo (Sun, Huang & Zhou 2002: 71-2) , ASide from singular, dual, and plural, there is a set of 'collective' pronouns, where the collective referred to is the family, and these also show an inclusive-exclusive contrast in the first , which as a noun means 'home, family' and is also a noun classifier for families. The plural marker -pe 55 is optional in the dual and collective forms.
Within this one group then we see four of the five main ways of marking the distinction found in Tibeto-Burman: having the same dual/plural marker but different pronouns, having the same pronoun but different dual/plural markers, having completely different forms, having a form which is a coalescence of the first person and second person forms. The fifth type, which we will see is the main type in the Kiranti languages (below), is adding a special marker to the dual/plural form for inclusive or exclusive. We can see that while a large number of the Lolo-Burmese languages have the inclusive-exclusive distinction, it cannot be reconstructed to Proto-LoloBurmese. In fact Bradley (1993: 197) reconstructs only general person forms without reference to number or inclusiveness.
The position of the Naxi language (He & Jiang 1985) has not been clearly established, but one opinion that is widely held is that it is a link language between the Qiangic languages and the Lolo-Burmese languages (e.g. H. Sun 2001). It may not be a coincidence, then, that Western Naxi follows a pattern similar to that found in both the Qiangic and the Loloish languages, that is, having different pronoun forms with the same plural marker, though in Western Naxi the only difference between the two pronouns is the tone.
7 See Table 5 . The position of Bai (Xu & Zhao 1984 , Wang 2001 , Wiersma 2003 ) is also controversial, though I personally feel it is a LoloBurmese language (like Naxi, possibly not within Loloish, but closely related). In Xishan Bai (Wang 2001: 74) we find no dual, and no separate plural marker, simply different forms for the inclusive and exclusive, but again, the exclusive form seems historically prior, particularly as the exclusive form fits the pattern of the overall paradigm (singular forms end in -ɯ, plural forms have the same initial but end in - ), whereas the inclusive form does not. Jianchuan and Dali Bai (Xu & Zhao 1984: 175) follow a similar pattern, but with -o for the singular pronouns, -ɑ for the plural pronouns, and a marked initial for the inclusive form, whereas Bijiang Bai (Xu & Zhao 1984: 175) has three different forms for the relevant pronouns, with the plural used for the exclusive form being the unmarked one (it is also used in the second-and third-person forms¯simply added to the 2sg and 3sg pronouns).
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The Tujia language (Tian & He 1986), which we may include with the Loloish languages, does not show the inclusive-exclusive distinction (see Tian & He 1986: 49) . 
Bodish
The Bodish languages, which include the Tibetan dialects, the Monpa dialects, and the Tamangic languages, are spread throughout Western China (particularly Tibet), Nepal, Bhutan, and Sikkim. Of these languages, only Lhasa Tibetan (Jin 1983 , DeLancey 2003 and Baima (Sun 1985a) , presented in Table 6 , show a dual, ŋa 341 respectively (the latter transparently derived from the number 'two'), but neither shows the inclusive-exclusive distinction in the dual. The pronoun used for the dual in Baima is the same form as that used in the plural exclusive form. In Lhasa Tibetan, the inclusive is formed by adding the word raŋ 14 'self ' between the 1sg pronoun and the plural marker. In Balti (Rangan 1979) , Ladakhi (Koshal 1979) , and nTsho sNa Monpa (Sun et al. 1980) 9 the inclusive-exclusive distinction is not marked by the pronoun, but by the form of the plural marker (-t ̪ŋ/-tәŋ/-tAŋ 53 vs. -ča/-žә/-rAʔ 53 respectively). Except for 2pl in Purki Balti, which has the -t ̪ŋ form, the plural used for the exclusive form is the more general plural marker. In Ladakhi it is also possible to add a second plural marker (-kun ~ -gun or -sәk) to the forms. Among the Tamangic languages, Chantyal (Noonan 2003a) does not show the inclusive-exclusive distinction in the plural, but has a unique dual inclusive form made up of the 1sg and 2sg pronouns (nagi < na '1sg' + kâi '2sg'). There is no dual exclusive form. Tamang (Mauzadon 2003), Nar-Phu (Noonan 2003b) , and Gurung (Glover 1974) all mark the distinction in the plural with different pronoun forms (though the two forms may be historically related in Nar-Phu and possibly Gurung).
Mizo-Kuki-Chin
Most languages within the Mizo-Kuki-Chin group, which is spread across both sides of the India-Burma border, do not show the inclusive-exclusive distinction (e.g. Mizo (Lushai), Lai, Lepcha, Thado, Anal, Chiru, Rangkhol, Kabui, Khoirao, Hyow, Meitei, Mru, Tangkhul Naga, Lotha, Rengma, and Sema). Among those languages that show the inclusive-exclusive distinction, presented in Table 7 , Cho Chin (Jordan 1969) and Karbi (Jeyapaul 1987) follow the pattern seen above, i.e. the exclusive form is composed of the 1sg pronoun plus the plural marker, while the inclusive form involves an innovative pronoun (the same plural marker is used for all forms). Cho Chin also follows that pattern in the dual as well. 10 In Tiddim (Henderson 1957 (Henderson , 1965 , both of the plural pronouns differ from the singular form, though the exclusive has the same velar initial as the 1sg form. In Sizang Chin (Stern 1963) , -te 13 is the usual plural marker. Stern (1963: 236) -(te 13 ), as he says the former are "probably inclusive forms˘, but as they are so similar to the Tiddim forms, I will assume the former are inclusive forms. Sizang also has person marking prefixes and suffixes on the verb, but they do not distinguish inclusiveness. In Angami (Giridhar 1980) , we have different forms for inclusive and exclusive dual and plural, though the additional plural marker -koˇ can be added to both plural forms. The position of Ao (Gurubasave 1980) as Mizo-Kuki-Chin or Bodo-Konyak-Jinghpaw is as still unresolved. Because the 1sg pronoun (which also has a possessive prefix form ke-) seems to pattern more closely with the languages discussed here, we will include it here. In Ao 
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the two plural pronouns have the same plural marker, and the inclusive-exclusive distinction is marked by a difference in the pronoun, which in both cases is unrelated to the 1sg form.
In Mikir there is a set of obligatory (hierarchical) person-marking prefixes which is a transparent recent grammaticalization where the free pronouns became prefixed to the verb. See Table 8 . Cho Chin also has a set of verb prefixes (which Jordan (1969: 30) says are "contracted forms˘ of the free pronouns). Both of these languages maintain the inclusive-exclusive distinction. The development of verbal affixes based on the free pronouns is a common sort of grammaticalization in Tibeto-Burman (see LaPolla 1992 LaPolla , 1994 LaPolla , 2003a . In these cases the free pronouns had an inclusive-exclusive distinction, and the verb prefixes maintain the distinction. In Tiddim there are two sets of pronominal affixes, one prefixal, ASsociated with the narrative style, and one suffixal, associated with the colloquial style. These two sets possibly reflect layering, that is, two different grammaticalizations of pronominal affixes, though the same plural marker (-uʔ) appears in both sets. The narrative set may be the newer of the two, as the forms more closely reflect the current free pronouns, essentially being short forms of the free pronouns. The colloquial set seems older, as the forms have no obvious provenience (see also Peterson 2000) . 11 We can clearly see that the colloquial forms involve a velar nasal marking first person, plus the usual -uʔ plural marker in the 1pl exclusive form, and a different plural marker for the inclusive form.
In Tiddim Chin the pronominal prefixes associated with the narrative style can also appear on nouns in both styles: 1sg kǎ-, 1pi i-, 1pe kǎ-noun-uʔ, 2sg nǎ-, 2pl nǎ-noun-uʔ, 3sg -ǎ, 3pl ǎ-noun-uʔ.
Bodo-Konyak-Jinghpaw
The Bodo-Konyak-Jinghpaw languages 12 are mainly spoken in northeastern India and Bangladesh, but Jinghpaw is also spoken in Northern Burma and Yunnan Province, China. Within this group, Jinghpaw and the Bodo languages Kachari and Kokborok do not show the inclusive-exclusive distinction, and within the Konyak languages Nocte does not show the distinction, while Tangsa (Das Gupta 1980) and 
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Chang (Hutton 1987 ) do, as does Garo (Burling 1963 (Burling , 2003b . See Table 9 . In Chang the 1sg pronoun has the form ŋo when it does not take any postposition, but has the base form ka-when it takes a postposition, is used as a possessive prefix on a noun, or is used in the emphatic pronoun construction: kabu (also ŋebu) 1sg genitive, kaka 1sg ablative, kala 1sg dative, kato 1sg accusative, ka-matpan 1sg emphatic pronoun. This form (ka-) is also used in the exclusive forms, as opposed to sa-(provenience unknown) used in the inclusive forms. Only Chang has dual marking, and the forms follow the same sa-/ka-pattern as the plural forms in distinguishing inclusive and exclusive. In the different Tangsa dialects we find a variety of patterns with often the pronoun and the plural marker differing between inclusive and exclusive forms. In general, -ʃi is the more common plural marker, although the Jogli and Moklum dialects have -taŋ (it is unclear whether this -taŋ has any relationship to the similar form found in some of the Bodish languages used for inclusive plurals). In Moklum -taŋ is used only for the inclusive form, and in Mosang there is a unique inclusive plural -he. No generalization seems possible about the relationship between the 1sg pronoun and the plural forms, as the former are all based on *ŋa, while the latter seem to be based on *na or *ni. These languages do not have person marking on the verb. As mentioned above, generally the Idu-Taraon and Kaman languages do not show an inclusive-exclusive distinction, but Sun (1983) gives forms for dual (where the word for 'two' is added to the 1sg pronoun), and for inclusive and exclusive plurals in the Chayu dialect of southern Tibet. See Table 10 . These forms differ only in the initial consonant of the middle syllable, and Sun does not mention the origin of this difference. The dialect of Ceta village in Lohit District of Arunachal Pradesh, described by Pulu (1978) does not show the same forms. The Lohit dialect word alombr¯o 'many' can be added to nouns to form plurals, and it seems a cognate of this word is the source of the plural marking on the pronouns of the Chayu dialect (in Chayu the form loŋ
35
-bɹo 31 can also be added to nouns to form plurals). The inclusive form then may have developed from a fusion of the 1sg and 2sg (ɲo 35 ) pronouns (as in Lahu and Newar), plus the plural marker. 1st proofs
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Western Himalayan
Within Western Himalayan, A group of languages spoken in Uttar Pradesh and Himachal Pradesh in northwestern India, Byangsi, Johari, and Rongpo do not show the inclusive-exclusive distinction. In Raji (Krishan 2001a) and Chaudangsi (Krishan 2001b ) the use of an Indo-Aryan loanword meaning 'all' , -dmәmmәl anddnәmma or lәiri respectively, with the 1pl form gives an inclusive sense. See Table  11 . In Darma (Krishan 2001c: 140) , the same pattern is followed, though with a native word bir-mi [all-person] . The dual marker in Raji, Chaudangsi, and Darma (e.g. Darma ni-mi), is transparently 'two people' . In Bunan (Grierson 1909: Vol. III.1, 469-78) and Manchad (S. R. Sharma 1996) the form of the dual and plural is the same for inclusive and exclusive, but the pronoun differs. There is also an emphatic form of the 1sg pronoun in Bunan, iŋgi, and from this we might suggest that at least the Bunan forms follow the pattern seen above, that the exclusive form has the more basic pronoun. According to D. D. Sharma (1982: 127) Pattani does not have an inclusive-exclusive distinction, and has ɲe-as the base form for all non-singular forms (e.g. 1dl ɲe-ku, 1pl ɲe-re), but Saxena (1977: 79) gives inclusive and exclusive forms, with the differences based on the pronoun used, making the pattern and forms very similar to that found in Manchad (S. R. Sharma 1996) . In Kinnauri also (D. D. Sharma 1988) the distinction is marked in the plural by the form of the basic pronoun, not by the plural marker, while in the dual the two forms are totally unrelated. Saxena (1997: 77) also gives a slightly different paradigm for Kinnauri, with an inclusive-exclusive distinction in the dual but not in the plural, and the form kiɕaŋ used for both 1pl and 1di (niɕi is used for 1de). In Tinani (S. R. Sharma 1996) there is both a difference in the form of the dual and plural markers and the form of the pronoun used for the plural. The plural form -ne is used for second-person plural as well (third person takes -re, as in Manchad); -naŋ is used only in the 1pi form. The 1di form also seems to have a relic of the dual marker found in Manchad and Pattani. D. D. Sharma (1989 : 145-6, cited in Saxena 1997 gives a somewhat different paradigm for Tinani. In the paradigm he gives, the plural inclusive and exclusive differ not in the plural marker, but in the pronoun, as in Manchad and Pattani. In these languages there is person marking on the verb, including dual and plural marking in most languages, but no inclusive-exclusive distinction is made. 13 From the form of the plural person marking reconstructable for this group, *ɲi (Saxena 1997: 89) , it would seem the exclusive forms in those languages that show a distinction in the pronouns used are the more basic and historically prior forms. 
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Eastern Himalayan
The Eastern Himalayan languages (all in Nepal) include the Kiranti/Rai group (broadly defined), Kham, Magar, and Sunwar, and Newar. Kham, Magar, and Sunwar do not show the inclusive-exclusive distinction. The Kiranti languages do show the distinction, as shown in Table 12 , and in both the dual and the plural, generally using the same mechanism for marking the distinction in both the dual and plural. Within this group, only Khaling (Toba 1984) , Dumi (van Driem 1993) , and Hayu (Michailovsky 1988: 124-5; follow the pattern we've seen in much of the rest of the family: the forms take the same dual or plural markers (allowing for vowel harmony) but differ in the form of the pronoun, with the exclusive pronoun being the same as the 1sg pronoun (in Dumi). In Hayu it isn't necessary to mark number in first-and third-person forms in the absolutive, though dual and plural can be marked by suffixing -nak-pu 'two people' and -khata respectively. Inclusive and exclusive can't be marked. But in the possessive form of the pronouns, first person distinguishes five forms, including inclusive and exclusive forms. In the rest of the Kiranti languages, there is a very different pattern: the pronouns are the same for inclusive and exclusive, but the exclusive takes a velar-initial suffix while the inclusive is unmarked. The exclusive is then the more formally marked member of the pair. In Thulung (Ebert 2003) and Bahing (Hodgson 1858) the exclusive marker replaces the plural marker, but not the dual marker.
14 These languages also differ from most of the rest of the family (except Cho Chin and Karbi) in that they retain the inclusive-exclusive distinction in their person marking systems, given in Table 13 . Even Chepang, which does not show the distinction in the free pronouns (1sg ŋa, 1dl ŋi-ci ~ ni-ci, 1pl ŋi), does show the distinction in the person marking. Looking at the forms of the suffixes (below), it would 1dl-incl. 1dl-excl. 1pl-incl. 1pl-excl.
1st proofs
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seem that in all but Khaling and Dumi a velar suffix marks the exclusive forms, as in the free pronouns. Here Hayu differs from Khaling and Dumi in that it still has the velar suffix for the exclusive plural in the person marking system. Lohorung person marking data has been added from van Driem 1992; no data on the free pronouns is given in that article. Dumi, Khaling, Hayu, and Lohorung have -k in both their inclusive and exclusive pronoun forms, but this -k seems to be independent of the exclusive marking velar suffix, as in Hayu and Lohorung a second velar suffix is added to the exclusive form. Given the data here, and the fact that the rest of the paradigm (all but the velar suffix) matches the Dulong-Rawang person-marking paradigm and to a lesser ex- -incl. 1dl-excl. 1pl-incl. 1pl-excl. Khaling (Toba 1988:202) -ŋa: -ji -jua -ki -kaa Dumi (van Driem 1993:96) -tә -ti --ki-ti -ki-ta Hayu (Michailovsky 1974) -
tent the Western Himalayan paradigm (see LaPolla 2000), the likely development of this paradigm is that the original 1pl marker was *-i, and then an exclusive-marking velar suffix developed before the split-up of the Kiranti group. Belhare also has an inclusive-exclusive distinction in its possessive noun prefixes: 1sg a-, 1di ŋketshi-, 1de ŋkeŋtshiŋ-, 1pi ŋke-, 1pe ŋkeŋ-. These forms are transparently copies of the free pronouns which have become affixes on nouns, and, except for the 1sg form, have the same forms as the free pronouns.
The ancient Tibeto-Burman language of the Kathmandu Valley, Classical Newar (Jørgensen 1941), has a rather complicated pronominal system. See Table 14 . There are three semantically equivalent forms for 1sg (dʑe, dʑi, dʑɑ) , 15 exclusive plurals formed by adding -pani to these forms, A historically later and less common exclusive plural dʑi-mi, and a large number of inclusive plural forms which form two groups, one group of forms which is not clearly analyzable into morphemes (dʑhɑdʑe, dʑhedʑe, dʑhidʑi, dʑhedʑhe, dʑhidʑhi, dʑedʑhe) , and one group that is clearly 'you and I' (tɕha-dʑe, tɕhe-dʑe, tɕhi-dʑi, dʑe-tɕhe, dʑi-tɕhi; the 2sg pronoun is tɕhe, tɕhi, or tɕha). The inclusive plural forms in the Dolakha dialect (Genetti 1994 : 60-1, Genetti 2003 clearly reflect this latter pattern. The Kathmandu dialect (Hargreaves 2003) marks the inclusive-exclusive distinction only in the aspiration of the initial of the pronoun and the vowel length. The plural marking is also optional in the inclusive.
Dulong-Rawang
Dulong (2003c, personal fieldwork), Rawang (personal fieldwork), and Anong (H. Sun 2000) are relatively closely related dialects spoken in Northwestern Yunnan and Northern Burma. Of these three, Rawang does not mark the distinction at all, 16 Dulong marks it using a form cognate to Tibetan raŋ 'self ' for the inclusive (adding the word for 'two' in the dual in Dizhengdang Dulong), possibly due to Tibetan influence, and Anong marks it in the dual and plural. See Table 15 . Dulong uses a form cognate to Tibetan raŋ 'self ' for the inclusive (adding the word for 'two' in the dual in Dizhengdang Dulong), possibly due to Tibetan influence. Anong marks the distinction in the dual and plural, with the dual forms taking an old pronominal dual marker (< *tsi). The base pronouns for the dual and plural inclusive differ, with the 1di form incorporating the 1sg form. This goes against the general trend we've seen up to this point, of the exclusive, not the inclusive, being based on the more unmarked pronoun. These languages also have person marking on the verb, but the inclusive-exclusive distinction is not reflected in the person marking. H. Sun (1981: 86) gives different forms for dual exclusive and dual inclusive for the person marking in Kongmudang Dulong, but this seems to be a mistake, as I have not found this distinction in my own fieldwork on the language, and it would mean there was a distinction in the dual not found in the plural.
Summary and conclusion
We have seen that the inclusive-exclusive distinction, when it is found in TibetoBurman, is often an innovation within a single low level grouping, or even of single languages within a group. Often even closely related languages or different dialects of a single language differ in terms of whether or not they mark the distinction. Only one group, the Kiranti group, has marking of the distinction that can be reconstructed to the proto level. Kiranti is also the only group as a whole that marks the inclusive-exclusive distinction in its person marking system (verbal suffixes) as well.
We have also seen that there are five main ways of marking the distinction found in Tibeto-Burman:
1. having the same dual/plural marker but different pronouns, 2. having the same pronoun but different dual/plural markers, 3. having completely different forms, 4. having a form which is a coalescence of the first person and second person forms, 5. adding a special marker to the dual/plural form for inclusive or exclusive.
In the case of (1) and (3), we find that of the two pronouns, generally the pronoun used in the exclusive form is the historically prior and less marked form. In the case of (2), generally the plural marker used in the exclusive form is the historically prior and less marked form.
We can therefore conclude, at least in Tibeto-Burman, the inclusive form is a late development, and generally involves a more marked form. Only in the Kiranti languages is the exclusive the more marked form. 
5.
The forms given for the pronouns will be the nominative/absolutive forms unless otherwise marked. Forms for person marking (verbal affixes) given in the discussion below will generally be those of the intransitive non-past forms.
6. Akha is said to be part of the Haya dialect (Li & Wang 1986) , and more remote from the Bika dialect (of which Biyue is a part), but in terms of the inclusive-exclusive opposition it patterns more like Biyue than Haya Hani. 31 . It may be that though both sets of pronouns are called "Eastern dialect" in the book, they represent -different sub-varieties, and one of the two employs the two different plural markers and a different pronoun base to create an inclusive-exclusive distinction.
Eastern Naxi is also discussed in
8. On p. 207 Tian & He (1986) give inclusive and exclusive forms, but the inclusive forms are simply the exclusive forms plus the word for 'all' . This can be done in just about any language.
9. Tshangla (Central Monpa, Sharchhokpa-lo; Andvik 2003) and Motuo Menba (Sun et al. 1980) do not show the inclusive-exclusive distinction.
10. I should note here that the 1pl form in Tangkhul Naga (ithum, which does not distinguish inclusive and exclusive; Arokianathan 1987) is cognate with one form of the inclusive pronoun in Mikir (I would have expected the single form in those languages that don't have the inclusive-exclusive distinction to be cognate with the exclusive form).
11.
More work needs to be done to determine if either of these sets can be reconstructed to some deeper level of the family. Even if one or both of the sets are reconstructable, A separate question is whether the inclusive-exclusive distinction holds for the proto-level, as 1st proofs
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